Bull. zool. Nom., vol 38, pt 3, July, 1981 


191 


OPINION 1187 

OPH/OLEPIS MULLER & TROSCHEL 1840 
__ (OPHIUROIDEA): 
designation of type species 

“ *%?»«■> - be ™ 5 - 

(gender fendnin^w^ name .°P ,uole P‘s Muller & Troschel 1840 

& n ^ r 0 2 S al LiS ‘ ° f 

ur specific name superba HL Cirri' icnc 

Number 2757 L * St ^ 

HISTORY OF THE CASE Z.N.(S.)2097 

£?? 2 ' r P r 2 5 6 ?^ 

powere irHhe^se^was gh/'en^n^lh^ °ame Darf'nfrh 1 ^ 0 // bp P * e ™^ 

as to the statutory seriafs and to five oSefseliaR1 3U 3$ We " 
received. e otner serials. No comment was 


DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

iu«ile°i n o 5 ,oie' > un*r'U' nr'^M "Vh? , 0t '"*= Commission were 
for or againsuhe proposals set out*in e Y°S ng Paper « 24 

268-269 At Ih„ „|„ F r7 set out ln zool. Nom. vol 32 on 

aS’ihelSfn ^ ° n 5 

Negative Vote — Cogger 


192 


Bull. zool. Nom. f vol 38, pt 3, July, 1981 


Vokes was on leave of absence. No votes were returned by 
Bernardi, Binder and Kraus. 

The following comments were returned by members of the 
Commission with their voting papers: 

Ride: ‘Although I vote for the proposal, I must ask the 
Secretary to consider whether the Commission should also be 
required to make the name 0. superba Clark an available name by 
the use of the plenary powers before placing it on the Official List. 
As I interpret the information given by the applicants, they are 
asking the Commission to accept 0. superba as a replacement name 
for a homonym. But although H.L. Clark assumes it to be so, “0. 
annulosa Blainville” is not an available name. It is a misused name. 
The questions not covered by the Code are: 

‘(i) Whether Muller & Troschel established the new name 
Ophiolepis annulosa by using it in accordance with the 
wrong usage of a previous author (Blainville) when they 
established a new nominal genus for which they did not 
designate a type species from among several originally 
included species. I do not think Article 70b(i) covers this 
eventuality. 

‘(ii) I do not consider that Article 70b(i) allows 0. annulosa 
to be made available from Lyman since, although he 
explicitly refers to the “wrong usage” of Blainville, and 
Lyman is designating a type species, it is not for a new 
nominal genus as required by the Article. It is a type by 
subsequent designation after the establishment of the 
nominal genus (Article 67b). 

‘Unless 0. annulosa Blainville is an available 
name, 0. superba Clark is not a replacement name and 
is not available.’ 

Cogger. ‘Although Blainville clearly misidentified 
the material before him as Ophiura annulosa Lamarck, 
1816, the applicants have correctly pointed out that 
Blainville had not established a new species. 
Consequently, Ophiolepis superba nom. nov. of H.L. 
Clark, 1915, is not a new name for a homonym but, 
under Article 72d, is simply a new name for Lamarck’s 
annulosa and has the same type specimen. Thus Clark’s 
Ophiolepis superba is a junior objective synonym of 
Ophiura annulosa Lamarck, and whether the nominal 
type species of Ophiolepis is 0. annulosa of de 
Blainville (= 0. annulosa Lamarck) or 0. superba H.L. 
Clark (=0. annulosa Lamarck) seems irrelevant. The 
type species is still 0. annulosa Lamarck and this is true 
now and would continue to be true whether or not the 
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application is approved. It is implied (though not stated) 
that the purpose of the action sought is to conserve the 
name superba for the taxon represented by Blainville’s 
specimens. If so, an entirely different strategy involving 
use of the plenary powers to set aside the provisions of 
Article 72d would seem to be necessary.’ 

Reply by Melville : Careful reading of our 
application will show that we hold that all those who 
treated O. annulosa Blainville as a homonym of O. 
annulosa Lamarck were wrong. We state clearly that the 
case concerns a misidentified species. Under Article 49, 
the specific name wrongly used in such a 
misidentification cannot be used for the species in 
question under any circumstances. H.L. Clark was in 
fact not renaming a homonym, but giving a name to a 
species that had none of its own; we should have stated 
clearly that, in our view, he should have said ‘ Ophiolepis 
superba sp. nov.’, instead of ‘nom. nov.’ Both the 
comments cited above show a misunderstanding of what 
H.L. Clark actually did, and of Article 49. 

ORIGINAL REFERENCES 

The following are the original references for the 
names placed on Official Lists by the ruling given in the 
present Opinion: 

Ophiolepis Muller & Troschel, 1840, Arch. Naturges ., 
Jahrg. 6, vol. 1, p.328 

superba , Ophiolepis , H.L. Clark, 1915, Spolia 
Zeylanica , vol. 10, p. 89. 
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